THE CONTROVERSY

We have seen1 that as soon as it is completed it will
practically revolutionize the political geography of half
the world. Not only England but all other great
maritime states will have an interest in its security, and
a right to a voice in determining the international rules
that shall apply to it. If it be true, as Mr Elaine asserts,
that the trade of Central America is passing into French
and German hands, that is only one reason the more
why the principle of joint control and joint protection
embodied in the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty should not be
superseded by the sole control of the United States.
Nor can assent be given to the argument that the vast
increase in the prosperity of the Pacific States of the
Union was not foreseen when the treaty was made.
Earl Granville points out in his despatch of January 7,
1882, that the Monroe Doctrine itself is evidence to the
contrary. The American President would not have
declared in 1823 that the whole of America was so far
occupied by civilized states that it was foreclosed against
colonization by any European power, unless he had
made up his mind that the opening up of vast tracts of
western territory, then unexplored by civilized man, was
a work of the immediate future. What was anticipated
in 1823 could hardly have been left out of consideration
in 1850, when considerable progress had been made
towards its accomplishment. In truth the Clayton-
Bulwer Treaty was made in order to provide beforehand
for a set of circumstances similar to those which have
actually arisen.

Mr Elaine's  attempt to  shew  that the conditions
under which the treaty was signed were temporary in

1 Ante, p. 97.